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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent-appellant appeals as of right from the trial court terminating her parental
rights to the minor children under MCL 712A.19b(3)(a)(ii), (c)(i), (9), and (j). We affirm. This
appeal is being decided without oral argument pursuant to MCR 7.214(A) and (E).

The tria court did not clearly err in finding that the statutory grounds for termination
were established by clear and convincing evidence. MCR 3.977(J); MCL 712A.19b(3); In re
Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989). The primary condition that led to the
adjudication was respondent-appellant’ s addiction to crack cocaine and her homelessness. The
evidence showed that respondent-appellant shared cocaine with her oldest son and engaged in
prostitution to obtain money for drugs. Respondent-appellant did not take steps to correct her
problems and did not abide by the case service plans at al. She did not show up for the
appointments that were set up for her by petitioner. She indicated no interest in caring for her
children and did not show up for any of the court hearings. Although the children were under the
legal guardianship of respondent-appellant’ s mother, respondent-appellant did not take any steps
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to help care for the children when her mother began having health problems and difficulty in
controlling the children.

Further, the evidence did not show that termination of respondent-appellant’s parental
rights was clearly not in the children’s best interests. MCL 712A.19b(5); In re Trejo Minors,
462 Mich 341, 356-357; 612 NW2d 407 (2000). Testimony clearly revealed that there was no
bond between the children and respondent-appellant. The children did not ask about her. Even
respondent-appellant’s boyfriend testified that she did not have any interest in caring for the
children. Thus, the trial court did not err in terminating respondent-appellant’ s parental rights to
the children.

Affirmed.
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